Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Wildlife Division

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)

LOWER BEAVER CREEK CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROPOSAL

l. INTRODUCTION

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) proposes targhase a conservation easement on the
Lower Beaver Creek property, consisting of appratety 463 acres of private land near
Hinsdale. The property includes 2.4 miles of Bea@eeek riparian habitat, along with hay
meadows and managed cropland. This conservatmeagprreflects the desire of all parties to
continue the landowner’s agricultural operation,ile&Zhmaintaining and enhancing wildlife
habitats. This easement will keep the propertyrinate ownership and operation, preserve
important wildlife habitats and guarantee managedblip access for hunting and other
recreational pursuits.

. AUTHORITY AND DIRECTION

Montana FWP has the authority under State law 04, Montana Code Annotated) to protect,
enhance, and regulate the use of Montana’s fishvaldiife resources for public benefit now
and in the future. As with other FWP property astjion proposals, the Fish, Wildlife and
Parks Commission and the State Land Board (fomeests greater than 100 acres or $100,000)
must approve any easement proposal by the agenhkis Environmental Assessment (EA) is
part of that decision making process.

[I. LOCATION OF PROJECT

The Lower Beaver Creek property is located appraxéty 2 miles northwest of Hinsdale. It
consists of 463 acres. Beaver Creek bisects troelpal of the land involved is within deer/elk
hunting district 670. A map of the property islided as Appendix | in this document.

V. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The primary purpose of this action is to preseheeintegrity of the native habitats and its
traditional agricultural use and ownership. Thienary habitats represented on the Lower
Beaver Creek property include riparian corridorstlands and grasslands. By maintaining and
improving the existing habitat, wildlife use, inding white-tailed deer, ring-necked pheasants,
Merriam’s turkeys, mourning doves, sharp-tailedugey several species of ducks, and a wide
variety of native species of migratory birds, sanddy small mammals, and bats will be
perpetuated.



A secondary result of this project is guarantedalipwaccess to this farm for hunting and other
recreational pursuits. Currently, free public asdssallowed on the Lower Beaver Creek
property. Acquisition of this easement will ensarel promote public recreation on this
property and provide additional access to the NRitker Valley.

The need for this project is twofold. First, theed is to secure habitats for wildlife from threat
of development. Additionally, the need is to sedilne traditional use of this land by farmers,
hunters, fishermen, other recreationists, and ifgl@dgainst threats of use for other purposes.
There are currently several farms along the MilkgRiValley for sale at prices that prohibit the
purchase of this land by local agricultural prodgceThese farms are being marketed based on
their recreational values and proximity to the Mikver; once purchased, new landowners have
typically closed off any public recreational oppoities. A conservation easement on the
Lower Beaver Creek property would allow this landeémain locally owned and would keep
traditional agricultural production as the primaise of this area. Resident and migrating
wildlife species would benefit from the improveditat conditions on this farm, while hunters
and other recreationists would gain access tddh$, and to Beaver Creek.

V. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is for MFWP to purchase, hottirmonitor a conservation easement on the
Lower Beaver Creek property. This easement wawdthide 463 acres of the ranch which is all
the deeded property. The total purchase pricénproposed easement will be determined by
appraisal, and is estimated to be in the rang250$00 to $500,000. FWP would also cost
share fencing and water development materials redjto implement the grazing system
(approximately $4,000). FWP’s Upland Game Bird &mtement Program, the State Wildlife
Grants Program, and Montana Fish and Wildlife Coreg®n Trust are the primary funding
sources for this project.

Specific terms of the easement in their entiregyantained in a separate legal document, which
is the proposed "Deed of Conservation Easementiis document lists FWP and landowner
rights under the terms of the easement as agelkstrictions on landowner activities. The ght
of both parties and restrictions on landowner @t were negotiated with and agreed to by
MFWP and the landowner.

To summarize the terms of the easement, MFWP'ssrighlude the right to:

(1) identify, preserve and enhance specific habitagjqularly river bottom riparian;

(2) monitor and enforce restrictions;

(3) prevent activities inconsistent with the easement;

(4) ensure public access for the purpose of recredttamding. Hunting access for all sex and
age classes of game animals and game birds duriestablished seasons will be maintained
for a minimum of 250 hunter days each fall, andiaimmum of 50 angler days annually.



The Landowners will retain all of the rights in theperty that are not specifically restricted and

that are not inconsistent with the conservatiorppses of the proposed easement, including the

right to:

(1) pasture and graze this land in accordance with gtezing system described in the
Management Plan (See Appendix II);

(2) maintain water resources;

(3) maintain the existing residences, sheds, corrald, aher improvements at the farmstead
located on the farm;

(4) construct, remove, maintain, renovate, repair, eplace fences, roads and other non-
residential improvements necessary for acceptatifamagement practices; and

(5) control noxious weeds.

The proposed easement will restrict uses thatren@nsistent with the conservation purposes of

the easement, including the following uses of ttaperty:

(1) control or manipulation of existing native vegetati including cottonwood and green ash
trees;

(2) draining or reclamation of wetland or riparian aea

(3) any subdivision;

(4) cultivation or farming beyond existing levels;

(5) outfitting or fee hunting;

(6) mineral exploration, development, and extractiorsiface mining techniques;

(7) construction of permanent structures except agitbesicabove;

(8) commercial feed lots; and

(9) establishment or operation of a game farm, gama flairm, shooting preserve, fur farm,
menagerie or zoo;

(10)commercial or industrial use except traditionali@gtural use;

(11) refuse dumping in riparian and Livestock Exclustmmes

The conservation easement provides MFWP with thiet io restore approximately 14 acres of
riparian habitat along Beaver Creek, in additionréquiring that the landowner maintain the
existing 95 acres of riparian vegetation, and 1@@iteonal acres of wildlife habitat and native
prairie situated throughout this property. Riparfastoration may include wetland restoration,
planting of native vegetation, and fencing.

VI. DESCRIPTION OF REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE P ROPOSED
ACTION

The intent of this action on the Lower Beaver Cree@perty is to maintain this land as a
traditional Montana working farm. No interest weagressed in a sale of fee title or a long-term
lease. Since conservation easements are also RAéResred option, the only other alternative
in this EA is the "No Action Alternative".



VII.

1.

No Action Alternative

If the Department does not purchase a conservaisament to protect the Lower
Beaver Creek property, it will stay in the currdabdowner’'s ownership and
continue under current management. Currentlyesdmmal access is allowed to
the property through the Block Management Prograimirb the future, could be

sold to subsequent landowners that wouldn’t suppartent hunting access
values. Additionally the ranch will remain vulnblato rural subdivision and in

the future, could be sold to subsequent landowtiess wouldn’'t support the

current values on the land.

EVALUATION OF IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRO NMENT

1. Land Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: No negative impacts wontcur as a result of this
proposal. The terms of the proposed easementiraidused to prevent adverse
impacts on soils and vegetation. A grazing plas been developed and will be
implemented that will enhance soil maintenance ndgment Plan, Appendix
II). Subdivision and development of the land istrieted, as is additional
cultivation. The proposed easement will insuret tthee land resources are
maintained.

No Action Alternative: Without terms of the propdseasement being structured
to prevent adverse impacts on soils and vegetatlmre would likely be no
change in the short-term. However, if the land degeloped or sold, disturbance
of soils from more intense agricultural practicessidential development and
other commercial uses could occur.

2. Air Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: There would be no intpac

No Action Alternative: There would be no immediateact.

3. Water Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: Current agriculturalsise the property have proven
to be compatible with maintenance of water qualijowever, positive impacts
should be realized in surface and ground waterrasidt of improvements in soil
condition and reduction of erosion by developingl amproving rest rotation

grazing systems, and protecting riparian areas.itidddl water improvements

will be developed in order to improve livestocktdlzution, range conditions, and
riparian vigor throughout the ranch. There woulchbenegative impact over what
is currently associated with a working ranch operat



No Action Alternative: There would likely be no img in the short-term.

However, if the land was developed or sold withowtservation protection, there
would be no assurances that over time the usei®fptioperty wouldn't change
from ranching and farming to some other use.

4. Vegetation Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: This action would resnolta positive impact. The
terms of the easement protect the quantity, qualitg character of the native
plant communities found on the property. The mibsd grazing program will
enhance and maintain the vigor and productivityvefetation on the Lower
Beaver Creek property. The proposed action alsares the land's primary use
in the future will be farming and livestock grazjmghich depend on maintaining
a productive vegetative resource. Noxious weed agament will be an
important component of a successful farm operation.

No Action Alternative: Without protections of th@antity, quality, and character
of the native plant communities found on the propdhere would likely be no

change in the short-term. However, if the land waseloped or sold, there
would be no conservation measures in place to maithe productivity of the

land. Future impacts to native vegetation and algroductivity of the land

could be significant. In addition, there would be long-term protection of
existing native plant communities.

5. Fish/Wildlife Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: This action will bendditvariety of wildlife. The
terms of the easement conserve the land as agria#nd open space to provide
year-round habitat for many of Montana's nativediifg species. Wildlife and
agriculture can coexist well together as demoredrain Montana today.
Conserving native plant communities is important fmost of Montana's
indigenous wildlife species. Implementation okatfrotation grazing system will
ensure adequate quantity and quality of foragecaweér for a variety of wildlife
species. No adverse effects are expected on #eesdy or abundance of game
species, non-game species or unique, rare, thexhten endangered species.
There would be no barriers erected which wouldtlwildlife migration or daily
movements. There would be no introduction of native species into the area.

No Action Alternative: Without terms to conserveettand as agricultural and
open space to provide year-round habitat for madnyantana's native wildlife

species, there would likely be no change in thetdleom. However, there would
be no provisions preventing development for reameat purposes. |If this occurs,
open space would diminish over time resulting gngicant long-term negative
effects to most species of wildlife. There would bo provisions preventing
activities such as the construction of fences dewobarriers that could inhibit



wildlife movement. Wildlife species would be nedgaty impacted by the
conversion of existing native vegetation to othegsu

6. Adjacent Land

Impact of Proposed Action: No negative impact ipexted. EXxisting fences
would be maintained along the perimeter of the Lo®eaver Creek property.
Public hunting access will help in managing wildlipopulations to lessen
agricultural damage to this and adjacent ranch&¥P Fwill work with any
adjacent landowners that perceive possible impacts.

No Action Alternative: There will not be a changethe short-term, but if the
land was developed or sold, it could result in \Widdcaused agricultural damage
to adjacent private lands.

Vil.  EVALUATION OF IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN ENVIRONMEN T

1. Noise/Electrical Effects

Impact of Proposed Action: No impact would occueiogxisting conditions.
No Action Alternative: There would be no immediatgact.

2. Land Use

Impact of Proposed Action: There would be no impaith the productivity or
profitability of the ranch, nor conflicts with exisg land uses in the area. The
traditional uses of the land would be maintainedaurthe Proposed Action.

No Action Alternative: If the land was developedsmid, it could affect habitat
quality and current wildlife numbers. Public reatienal opportunity would very
likely be diminished.

3. Risk/Health Hazards

Impact of Proposed Action: No impact would occur.
No Action Alternative: No impact would occur.

4. Community Impacts

Impact of Proposed Action: There would be no apéitad negative impacts to the
community. The scenic values and open charactahisfproperty would be



maintained and enjoyed by the community in perpetuiThis issue is also
addressed in the attached Socio-Economic Assessment

No Action Alternative: Without protection of theestc values and open character
of this property being maintained for enjoyment tbng public in perpetuity,
hunting access and public access on this ranchdnikdly be restricted in the
future, negatively affecting traditional recreatbopportunities in the area.

5. Public Services/Taxes/Utilities

Impact of Proposed Action: There would be no eftectocal or state tax bases or
revenues, no alterations of existing utility syssemor tax bases of revenues, nor
increased uses of energy sources. As an agriablpuoperty, the land would
continue to be taxed as it has before. This issadso addressed in the attached
Socio-Economic Assessment.

No Action Alternative: No immediate impact wouldooe. If rural subdivision
did occur in this area in the future, greater demsamwould be placed on county
resources.

6. Aesthetics/Recreation

Impact of Proposed Action: There would be no impadhe easement would
maintain in perpetuity the quality and quantityretreational opportunities and
scenic vistas and would not affect the charactéh@heighborhood. This issue is
also addressed in the attached Socio-Economic sis&ss.

No Action Alternative: There would be no guarandéeontinued public access to
the land or across the land for recreational pwpodf rural subdivision and/or
other developments occur it would reduce the asisthrd recreational quality of
the area. Future landowners would likely not begaserous with recreational
access as the current landowner.

7. Cultural/Historic Resources

Impact of Proposed Action: No impacts are anti@datHowever, any surface
disturbance associated with grazing improvementddoplaced on state and
federal land will be subject to any legally reqdiltural review.

No Action Alternative: Any future developments dmstland would likely have
an adverse impact on the cultural and historiceslf this farm.

8. Socio-Economic Assessment

Please refer to the attached Socio-Economic Assgdior additional analysis of
impacts on the human environment.



IX. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

The proposed action should have no negative cuiveleffect. However, when considered on a
larger scale, this action poses a substantialipesitmulative effect on wildlife, range
management, riparian habitats and open spacerahil will remain in private ownership,
continue to contribute to agricultural productiordahus contribute to the local economy.

The "No Action Alternative” would not preserve ttiwersity of wildlife habitats in perpetuity.
Without the income from the proposed conservatesement, the current landowner or any
successor owners might consider other income opiiwriuding either selling the property or
subdividing parts of it, or breaking native praiioe farming. Such land uses could directly
replace wildlife habitat and negatively impact imjpat public access to the ranch, the Milk
River Valley and Brazil Creek.

X.  EVALUATION OF NEED FOR AN EIS

Based on the above assessment, which has noffidémtny significant negative impacts from
the proposed action, an EIS is not required anBAars the appropriate level of review. The
overall impact from the successful completion @& pnoposed action would provide substantial
long-term benefits to both the physical and humanrenment.

Xl.  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The public comment period will begin on June 3,@@hd run through July 2, 2010. Written
comments may be submitted to:

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

Attn: Lower Beaver Creek Conservation Easement
54078 Hwy 2 West

Glasgow, MT 59230

Or comments can be emailed to jelletson@mt.gov.

In addition, there will be a public hearing in Gilasv on June 17, 2010 at the Valley County

Courthouse at 7:00 PM.

Xll.  NAME, TITLE AND PHONE NUMBER OF PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR
PREPARING THIS EA

Kelvin Johnson, Wildlife Management Biologist, Mant Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, 54078 Hwy
2 West, Glasgow, MT 59230, 406-228-3700.
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LOWER BEAVER CREEK
CONSERVATION EASEMENT

MANAGEMENT PLAN

A. INTRODUCTION

This conservation easement is based on the habitags found on the Lower Beaver Creek
Property. This working ranch includes approxima#83 acres consisting of a mosaic of
riparian communities and agricultural fields. BeaCreek (2.4 miles) bisects the unit, and
oxbows of Beaver Creek also bisect the propertyr@® acres of native riparian habitat buffer
Beaver Creek, and its associated oxbows and appabely 160 additional acres of wildlife
habitat and native prairie are situated throughlistproperty. The resource value is high based
on the desirable quantities and qualities of prading. According to Montana Fish, Wildlife

and Parks (MFWP), riparian and wetland commungigsport the greatest concentration of
plants and animals, yet only constitute 4 percéMantana’s land cover. There are 149 avian
species, 22 mammal species, 16 amphibian spea@$ eeptile species that depend on riparian
and wetland habitat for breeding and survival, axashy of them occur on this property. An
additional 72 species thrive in these habitatskaereefit from riparian and wetland conservation
(Montana’s Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife ConseoveStrategy, Executive Summary,
2005) Available at Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parkd20 East Sixth Avenue, Helena, MT
59620, or by internet alttttp://fwp.mt.gov/specieshabitat/strategy/summaaggitml

Primary objectives of this conservation easemeasitide: protection and enhancement of the
riparian habitat associated with the Milk River gl continuing an active public access travel
plan, and maintenance of healthy wildlife populasiovithin this habitat.

Because hunters are funding this easement, garnespdll be used as indicator species and
are prioritized as follows based on habitat avditggtand potential in this area: whitetail deer,
ring-necked pheasants, Merriam’s turkey®urning dovesand waterfowl (i.e., mallard, green-
winged teal, blue-winged teal, northern shoveladwgll, American wigeon).Additionally,
State Widlife Grants will provide FWP the opportiyrtio survey and inventory riparian-
associated wildlife species in order to develomaseline assessment of species richness and
diversity.
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B. GOALS, OBJECTIVES, PROBLEMS, AND STRATEGIES

GOAL: To protect and enhance the riparian habitat asda@ated uplands along the Milk River
Valley, maximize hunter recreation on these laadsl, preserve the overall integrity of these
lands for future generations.

Objective 1. Practice proper stewardship, which translatesdanaging for improved soil
composition, structure and productivity, and fa trealth and vigor of all vegetation
communities, while positively impacting the tradital land uses.

Strategy 1.Maintain native riparian wildlife habitat througlasement protections.
Limitations will include standing tree removal, Bkéng of native habitats, removal of
riparian vegetation, subdivision, house-site cartsion, game farming, grazing
management, and commercial feed lots.

Strategy la. Exhibit A describes the grazing plan, which witilize a Fall/Winter
grazing system that will employ existing pasturedlaas well as domestic hay and
cropped fields.

Strategy 1b.Milk River Initiative easement projects attempiichieve 300 foot riparian
buffer zones composed of native riparian habita combination of native riparian
habitat with wildlife habitat creation, restoratjand conservation practice projects.
Because of the existing Lower Beaver Creek irr@gagystem, and because Beaver Creek
meanders significantly through the property, creptiildlife habitat projects in this area
within 300 feet of Beaver Creek on both sides (@& wide in total) would deem the
agriculture operation on this Land inoperable. Ideer, existing riparian habitat areas
adjacent to irrigated fields and Beaver Creek mtewdffective wildlife cover and travel
corridors. Exhibit D shows the combination of eixigtriparian habitat with proposed
wetland restoration projects, which will provide mohan 36 acres (300 foot buffer
equivalency) of wildlife habitat per linear mile BEaver Creek frontage.

Strategy 1c. The Lower Beaver Creek Easement Lanedowill make reasonable efforts
to control noxious weeds where needed, in accosltmstate law.

Objective 2. When demand exists, provide a minimum of 75 huthags for deer, 150 hunter
days for upland game birds, and 25 hunter days&berfowl. In addition, a minimum of 50
angler days will be provided if the demand exists.

Access Strateqgies

Strategy 2.Provide hunter recreation through the existingF-FBlock Management
program. Current access is by walk-in only. Bwyimizing vehicular traffic, more
secure areas for whitetail deer, pheasants, akdysiare provided during the hunting
season(Exhibit C - Travel Plan).
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Strategy 2a.Montana FWP will pursue agreements with adjatamowners to allow
hunter access for harvesting all available species.

Strategy 2b.Provide liberal season structures for all specigss will allow sportsmen

the full opportunity to utilize this area for humgi to maintain healthy wildlife
populations.

Habitat strateqgies

Strateqgy 2c.Healthy populations of upland game birds willulesvith the
implementation of Strategies 1, 1a, 1b, and lcesélstrategies will provide quality
nesting, brood rearing, and winter cover for theisgs. These strategies will also
provide improved year round habitat for whitetaked, especially fawning and security
habitat; nesting and brood rearing habitat for phats and turkeys; nesting habitat for
waterfowl;and winter habitat for pheasants and sharp-tagitedse.

Strategy 2d.Montana FWP and the Landowner will provide fottbwildlife habitat and
efficient irrigation flows through irrigation carsal This strategy will improve habitat by
allowing vegetation on the outside banks of theatsato remain in the form of nesting
and brood-rearing cover. Vegetation on the insideanals will be controlled by the
landowner by either mowing, or some other mechanieans to facilitate water flow.
However, when the need arises where burning isetetxcontrol noxious weeds or reed
canary grass, the Landowner will notify FWP prioirhplementation of the burn.

Strategy 2e.Implement FWP’s Upland Game Bird Habitat Enhaneeinstrategies on
Lower Beaver Creek Easement. These can inclutdiera¢isns, shelterbelts, DNC fields,
wetland restorations, and food plots. During harned grain fields, 12 inches of stubble
will be left standing. If crop height does not eedel 2 inches, then the minimum amount
needed to cut grain will be practiced in order &ximize remaining stubble height.
These fields will be cropped annually, except inastonal years where weed control is
needed and fields are left fallow. Implementatdhis strategy will enhance upland
game bird habitat quantity and quality. This gtggtwill also benefit whitetail deer and
waterfowl through improved habitat conditions.pléts within designated fields are
converted into DNC in the future, DNC fields loahta OYU 1 (as identified in Exhibit
A) can be hayed after July @®very odd year. DNC fields located in the desigda
grazing area EYU1 can be hayed after Jufy @gery even year.

Objective 3. Maintain healthy wildlife populations within tlavailable habitats, taking into
account the negative impacts wildlife may causeearby private lands.

Strategy 3.Maintain a healthy, managed whitetail deer paparethrough the use of
liberal hunting seasons. This strategy will béiaed.

Strategy 3a.As long as the Block Management Program exisesBlock Management
plan for this ranch can provide areas of secudtyhitetail deer during the hunting
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season. This strategy can assist in keeping da®@rmhoving onto adjacent ranches that
allow limited or no hunter access.

Strategy 3b.Montana FWP will pursue agreements with adjat@rdowners to allow
hunter access for harvesting whitetail deer. $higtegy will be an ongoing effort to
alleviate depredation problems with whitetail dieethe area.

Objective 4. Provide non-hunting recreational and educatiopalortunities to the public
through the viewing of wildlife, fishing, and vatis educational uses.

Strategy 4.Public opportunity for wildlife viewing will berehanced through the
Strategies found in Objective 1, as well as Stiategd and 2e. Improved populations of
game and non-game species of birds and mammalsesillt from these habitat
improvements and provide for public viewing. Accésswildlife viewing will continue

to be on a permission basis from the Landowner.

Strategy 4a.Provide a minimum of 50 angler days of fishirigshing opportunities exist
along Beaver Creek. Game fish commonly found @s¢hareas include channel catfish,
northern pike, and walleye. Fishing opportunit@sthe public will continue to be
available through controlled access by the Landowne

Strategy 4b.The Landowner may allow the property to be wtiiZor educational
purposes associated with schools and various arg@omns. This conservation easement
will demonstrate how traditional land uses canrbplemented in a manner that benefits
wildlife while maintaining a successful agricultlcgeration.
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Exhibit A — Grazing

Lower Beaver Creek will be divided into fall/wintgrazing units designed to allow alternating
grazing and rest periods in accordance with Monew@artment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
(FWP) standards for livestock grazing as describgbde easement document. One unit will be
grazed for the fall/winter season beginning in a@neending year (2010, 2012, etc.) and rested
in odd ending years, and two units will be grazadlfie fall/winter season in an odd ending year
(2011, 2013, etc.) and rested in even ending yegare area will be designated for annual
feeding use. At this time, the grazing system intorporate the West Unit of the Hinsdale
WMA.

This system will require 125 yards cross fencingdsignate the annual use area.

At this time, significant watering sources exisatwommodate this plan on the east and north
sides of Beaver Creek, but do not on the southnsesd sides. Therefore, one well will be drilled
near the southern boundary near the existing pbagrApproximately 0.5 miles of pipeline

will be placed to provide a stable watering sounc&U1, and will accommodate watering needs
for AUL and EYU 1. It is possible that once CRPtcacts expire, an option to develop an
additional pipeline in the northern part of OYU hyrbe explored.

Though not a part of the Easement, the Hinsdale WNESt Unit will be included as part of this
grazing system. Should the Hinsdale WMA West Uritémoved from this system in the
future, the grazing system will have to be restrred.

In the year when a pasture is scheduled for grahi@gnaximum allowable level of use is 280
AUMs, until full feeding commences. (One AUM = lvewith calf grazing for one month.)
Once full feeding operations commence, livestook gfrazing and rely on feed provided by the
landowner. Feeding will occur annually in the desigd feeding grounds, but in other areas,
will not occur next to riparian zones.

As done under the current, pre-conservation easegnaring system, one “Annual Use” area
(AU 1), located on private and BLM land, and conmgabsf approximately 14 total acres, will be
utilized in this system. In exchange, the restef40 acre BLM parcel will be managed
according to FWP Grazing Standards. Although thisat a desirable grazing scenario, the plan
considers the following:

1.) This field is a dry-land, annually cropped graeidi

2.) Existing wildlife and riparian habitat next to tHisld is minimal, compared to the rest of
the Land.

3.) Approximately 5 acres of habitat, or approximatEly of the CE project, will continue to
receive existing grazing pressure levels. Approxatys99% will be upgraded to FWP
Grazing Standards.

4.) This is the focal point for the feeding operatitrerefore the rest of the Land receives
significantly less pressure.

5.) AU 1 contains a hay yard located on the only lggiund that does not flood in the AU
1 and EYU 1 complex, which produces up to 300 tafrtsay annually.
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6.) EYU 1 has only one entrance, and semi-trucks catumotsharp enough to enter or leave
the Land and cannot cross the one-lane bridgeiogpBgaver Creek. Itis cost
prohibitive to haul 300 tons of hay using a pick-A) 1 accommodates this hay.

7.) A significant portion of EYU 1 does not “drain” sowinters during a period significant
snow melt, the entire area becomes slushy to the fe®ding is impossible and calf
survival is compromised.

Livestock will be permitted within the designatddvestock Even Year Use” area every even
year, between the starting date of October 15 adihg date of May 1. This includes the area
labeled EYU 1. Total grazing pressure between EYdnd AU 1 will not exceed 280 AUMSs.

Livestock will be permitted within the designatddvestock Odd Year Use” area every odd
year, between the starting date of October 15 adihg date of May 1. This includes the North
Pasture and Hinsdale WMA West Unit Pasture ardsddd OYU 1 and OYU 2. Currently,
OYU 1 includes some existing CRP and 20 additiaca¢s of the Hart Conservation Easement
which are not grazed. This system will open thesesato systematic grazing. Total grazing
pressure between OYU 1 and OYU 2, will not excegd RUMs. OYU 3 and OYU 4 and will
be grazed concurrently with the Hart CE South Rastu

Table 1. Pasture use designations for dates gjadatober 15, and ending May 1.

Year EYU 1 OoYu1l oYu 2 OoYyu3 ovyu4 AU 1
2010 Yes No No No No Yes
2011 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2012 Yes No No No No Yes
2013 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2014 Yes No No No No Yes
2015 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2016 Yes No No No No Yes
2017 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
2018 Yes No No No No Yes
2019 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

EYU = “Even Year Use.”
OYU =“0Odd Year Use.”
AU = “Annual Use.”
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Exhibit A (Continued) - Grazing

~ 20 Acres to be added
from Hart CE.

Even Year Use
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Exhibit B - Fields
Existing fields prior to construction of Habitatdpgcts (Exhibit D)

'_—&‘"'—.. - E =

[TTI]] = Native Fields
[ 1 =Fields
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- = Riparian
[ITT] = Native Fields
[ ] =Fields

= Proposed Wetland Restoration
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LOWER BEAVER CREEK

CONSERVATION EASEMENT
DRAFT SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT

MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS

Prepared by:
Rob Brooks & Kelvin Johnson
April, 2010
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INTRODUCTION

Montana FWP has the authority under State Law @BL,-Rlontana Code Annotated) to
protect, enhance, and regulate the use of Montdis&’sind wildlife resources for public
benefit now and in the future. As with other F\WBperty acquisition proposals, the Fish,
Wildlife and Parks Commission and the State LandrBdfor easements greater than 100
acres or $100,000) must approve any easement @idppthe agency. Socioeconomic
assessments are a part of the Environmental Assas$BEA) process, and evaluate the
significant social and economic impacts of the hase on local governments, employment,
schools, and impacts on local businesses.

This socioeconomic evaluation addresses the pugabfess conservation easement on
property currently owned by Chris and Carol Chrisen. The report addresses the physical
and institutional setting as well as the social acodnomic impacts associated with the
proposed conservation easement.

[I. PHYSICAL AND INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

A. Property Description

The 463 acre Lower Beaver Creek property is locatathlley County about 2 miles
northwest of Hinsdale, Montana. The property Irethie Milk River Valley and is
bisected by Beaver Creek. The property consistgpafian habitat, hay meadows, and
managed cropland. The management plan for the giyolpas a detailed description of
the habitat types and acreage.

B. Habitat and Wildlife Populations
The Lower Beaver Creek property supports whitetedr, upland game birds
including pheasants and sharp-tailed grouse, veatérMerriam’s turkeys and a host
of other species that call these habitats home.

C. Current Use

The Lower Beaver Creek property is a working rathett raises hay, livestock, and
cereal crops.

D. Management Alternatives

1) Purchase a conservation easement on the pydpeMFWP
2) No purchase
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MFWP Purchase of Conservation Easement

The intent of the Lower Beaver Creek Conservatiasefnent is to protect and
enhance the wildlife habitat currently found on gheperty while maintaining the
agricultural character of the property. Pleaserrad the Deed of Conservation
Easement for a thorough explanation of the termghie easement between MFWP
and the Lower Beaver Creek property.

No Purchase Alternative

The second alternative, the no purchase optiors doeguarantee the protection the
native habitats nor protect this land from futunbdivision development, changes in
land uses, or secure access for the public intéutioee.

This alternative requires some assumptions sine@and management of the property
will vary depending on what the current owners de¢d do with the property if
MFWP does not purchase a conservation easement.

The economic impacts associated with this altevadtave not been estimated.

[ll. SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Section Il identified the management alternatives teport addresses. The purchase of a
conservation easement will provide long-term priocd@cof important wildlife habitat, keep
the land in private ownership and provide for pallccess for hunting. Section
quantifies the social and economic impacts of tegagement option following two basic
accounting stances: financial and local area ingpact

Financial impacts address the cost of the conservaasement to MFWP and discuss the
impacts on tax revenues to local government agsmoegtuding school districts.

Expenditure data associated with the use of thpgotp provides information for analyzing
the impacts these expenditures may have on locahésses (i.e. income and
employment).
A. Financial Impacts

The conservation easement proposed on the LowereB&aeek property will be

secured by dollars from the Upland Game Bird Enaarent Program, which is funded
by sportsmen dollars, and from the State Wildlifards Program, and Montana Fish
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and Wildlife Conservation Fund. MFWP’s financialligation is estimated to be in the
range of $250,000 to $500,000, pending appraisal.

Maintenance/management costs related to the easamemssociated with monitoring
the property to insure the easement terms are lieilogved.

The financial impacts to local governments arepibiential changes in tax revenues
resulting from the purchase of the conservatioemant. The conservation easement
will not change the ownership of the property ndt ivchange the type or level of use
on the property Therefore, the purchase of agrwation easement on this land will
have no impact on the current level of taxes paidalley County.

B. Economic Impacts

The purchase of a conservation easement will iettthe agricultural activities on the
Lower Beaver Creek property. The number of livelstam on the property will not
change. However a rest rotation grazing systembeilimplemented under the terms of
the conservation easement. The financial impadiscal businesses will be neutral
given there is no significant changes to the ayiucal practices on the property.

The easement will provide access for hunting. fitmaber of hunters and number of
hunter days are defined in the conservation easeageeement. Based on the
minimum number of annual hunter days specifiechéndonservation easement, the
hunters utilizing the Lower Beaver Creek propertly @ontribute about $32,000
annually to businesses in the local economy.

V. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The conservation easement will provide long-terotgmtion for wildlife habitat, maintain
the agricultural integrity of the land, and enspublic hunting opportunities.

The purchase of a conservation easement by MFWR@ticause a reduction in tax
revenues on this property from their current level¥alley County.

The agricultural/ranching operations will contiratetheir current levels. The financial

impacts of the easement on local businesses wilkelbiral to slightly positive in both the
short and long run.
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